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SENATE—Tuesday, July 18, 2000

The Senate met at 9:15 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Gracious Father, You have all au-
thority in Heaven and on Earth. You
are sovereign Lord of our lives and of
our Nation. We submit to Your author-
ity. Bless the Senators as they serve
You together in this Senate Chamber
and as they recommit to You all that
they do and say this day. Make it a
productive day. Give them positive at-
titudes that exude hope. In each dif-
ficult impasse, help them to seek Your
guidance. Draw them closer to You in
whose presence they will discover that,
in spite of differences in particulars,
they are here to serve You and our be-
loved Nation together. Gracious Lord,
You have made this Senate a family,
and we care for each other. Together
we intercede for the needs of our
friend, PAUL COVERDELL, and ask You
to guide and keep him this day. All
praise and glory and honor be to You,
Gracious Lord. Amen.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable GEORGE V. VOINOVICH,
a Senator from the State of Ohio, led
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
distinguished Senator from Ohio is rec-
ognized.

——————

PROGRAM

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President,
today the Senate will immediately re-
sume debate on the Interior appropria-
tions bill with Senators FEINGOLD and
BINGAMAN in control of 15 minutes each
to offer and debate their amendments.

Following that debate, at approxi-
mately 9:45, the Senate will proceed to
rollcall votes on the remaining amend-
ments to the Interior appropriations
bill, as well as on the final passage.
Following the disposition of the Inte-
rior appropriations bill, the Senate will
begin the final four votes on the rec-
onciliation bill. Therefore, Senators
should be prepared to stay in the
Chamber for up to 12 votes with all
votes after the first limited to 10 min-
utes in length.

As a reminder, the Senate will recess
for the weekly party conferences from
12:30 to 2:15 p.m.

For the remainder of the day, it is
expected that the Senate will begin
consideration of the Agriculture appro-
priations bill.

I thank my colleagues for their co-
operation.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
VoINOVICH). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

————————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

————

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2001

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of H.R. 4578, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 4578) making appropriations
for the Department of the Interior and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes.
Pending:

Reed amendment No. 3798, to increase
funding for weatherization assistance grants,
with an offset.

Bryan/Fitzgerald amendment No. 3883, to
reduce the Forest Service timber sale budget
by $30,000,000 and increase the wildland fire
management budget by $15,000,000.

Lieberman modified amendment No. 3811,
to provide funding for maintenance of a
Northeast Home Heating Oil Reserve, with
an offset.

Nickles amendment No. 3884, to defend the
Constitutional system of checks and bal-
ances between the Legislative and Executive
branches.

Reid (for Boxer) amendment No. 3885, to
provide that none of the funds appropriated
under this Act may be used for the preven-
tive application of a pesticide containing a
known or probable carcinogen, a category I
or IT acute nerve toxin or a pesticide of the
organophosphate, carbamate, or organo-
chlorine class as identified by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency in National Parks
in any area where children may be present.

Gorton (for Bond) amendment No. 3886, to
prohibit use of funds for application of unap-
proved pesticides in certain areas that may
be used by children.

Reid (for Bingaman) amendment No. 3887,
to express the sense of the Senate regarding
the protection of Indian program monies
from judgement fund claims.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. It is my understanding
we have until 9:45 in morning business,
and then votes will be taken, is that
correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico controls 15 min-
utes.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be allowed to
speak as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

TAX CODE CHANGES

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, those
who have followed the proceedings of
the Senate over the last 2 weeks under-
stand we have been debating changes in
the Tax Code. The two changes we have
focused on are changes in the estate
tax and changes in what is known as
the marriage penalty. These are two
very interesting proposals that have
been before the Senate but they really
tell the story about the priorities of
the Senate when it comes to dealing
with the economy and helping families
across America.

@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a member of the Senate on the floor.
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The estate tax, which we have con-
sidered and passed in a version last
week to ultimately repeal it, is a tax
which affects a very small percentage
of Americans. In fact, fewer than 2 per-
cent of American families will pay the
estate tax. Those who end up paying it
are the wealthiest people in America.

It is curious to me that when we es-
tablished our list of priorities in this
Congress as to tax relief, the first peo-
ple in line were the wealthiest people
in America. That is not to say we
should not consider tax relief that in-
volves them, but I think everyone un-
derstands that average families, small-
er businesses, and family farms have
priorities, too, when it comes to tax re-
lief.

Take a look at what the Republican
proposals under the estate tax, as well
as the so-called marriage penalty tax,
would do in terms of the people in
America and their income groups.

For the 20 percent of American fami-
lies lowest in income, the Republican
proposals, two of them—the estate tax
as well as the marriage penalty—result
in tax breaks of $24 a year. Then, as
you start moving up in income, you see
that not until you get up to the level of
the next 15 percent here, of the top
wage earners in America, do you find
people even seeing a tax break of about
$900 a year—about $75 or $80 a month.

Now look at what happens when you
go to the top 1 percent of wage earners
in America, the wealthiest people in
America: $23,000 in tax breaks coming
from this Republican-led Senate under
these two bills, estate tax reform and
marriage penalty.

So if you happen to be in a working
family, down here, you are not going to
notice what has been going on in the
Senate because, frankly, the tax relief
they are sending your way hardly pays
for a magazine. But look what happens
at the highest income levels: $24 for the
lowest wage earners, the people strug-
gling to survive in America; $23,000 for
the wealthiest people in this country.
Time and time and time again, the Re-
publican leadership, given a chance to
deal with tax equity in America, de-
cides the best thing that can be done is
to give to the wealthiest Americans
more tax breaks.

This tells the story as well. I will not
go through it in all detail, but the top
1 percent of wage earners in this coun-
try, people making over $300,000 a
year—those folks are going to see a tax
break of $23,000; 43 percent of all the
tax relief coming in these two Repub-
lican bills goes to people making over
$300,000 a year.

There are people who will say per-
haps they need it. I am not one of
them. Frankly, I can tell you who
needs it, as far as I am concerned. A
working family trying to figure out
how they are going to pay for their
kid’s college education expenses, those
are the folks who need a tax break.
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When we put on the floor a measure
sponsored by my seatmate here, Sen-
ator Charles SCHUMER of New York, to
allow people to deduct $12,000 a year in
college education expenses instead of
giving tax breaks to the wealthy, it
was rejected by the Republican major-
ity. A $12,000 deduction for college edu-
cation expenses was rejected while we
give a $23,000-a-year tax break to the
wealthiest among us.

Then Senator DoDD of Connecticut,
who has been a leader in child care,
stood up and said we have a lot of peo-
ple going to work in America every day
worried about the safety and quality of
child care; let’s give them a tax break
so they can pay for good, professional,
safe child care and have peace of mind
while at work that their kids are in
good hands. It was rejected by the Re-
publican majority. The idea of helping
working families take care of their
kids was rejected.

Then Senator KENNEDY and others of-
fered a prescription drug benefit for
seniors and the disabled under Medi-
care, struggling to pay for their drug
bills. We said we think that is a higher
priority than a $23,000 tax break for the
wealthiest people in America. The Re-
publican majority said no, it is not a
higher priority; it is a much higher pri-
ority to keep in the front of the line at
all times the wealthiest people in
America. That is what this debate is
all about.

The question is, Whom do we stand
for? Do we stand for working families
in this country or do we stand for the
financially articulate who, frankly,
lord over this political process with
their representatives who come in ex-
pensive suits, well dressed, standing in
the corridors here saying we have to
help the wealthy of America.

For good Heaven’s sake, for the last
8 years this economy has been on such
a roll, the wealthiest in America have
done very, very well. I don’t begrudge
them that. But when we talk about
helping people in this country, why
don’t we remember the folks who get
up and go to work every single day,
who worry about their kids’ education
expenses, who are concerned about day
care where they can leave their kids
safely, who want to make certain their
parents can afford the prescription
drugs they need to stay healthy?

That is not a priority among the Re-
publican leadership here. They don’t
want to talk about it. They want to go
to their convention in Philadelphia in 2
weeks and talk about how they have
worked so hard for tax cuts and Presi-
dent Clinton and the Democrats have
stopped them. Don’t forget to ask them
the question, Who are the winners
under your tax cuts? The winners are
those who turn out always to win when
the Republicans are in control. The
wealthiest win again and again in
America.

I see Senator HARKIN. Senator HAR-
KIN came in with his own proposal, try-
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ing to help those concerned about tax
equity. I am happy to yield to him at
this point.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank
my friend for his very eloquent and de-
cisive statement. I think my friend has
really put his finger on it.

I would add one other thing to what
we attempted to do here with the fu-
ture surpluses the Senator was men-
tioning, the various things we wanted
to do to try to help average working
people. I had offered an amendment a
couple of weeks ago to fully fund the
Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act so we could help the States help
families with children with disabilities
to send them to school to get them the
best possible education. We were sty-
mied by the Republicans. Most of them
voted against it.

Yet they find it within themselves to
give, as the Senator pointed out, to the
top 1 percent of this country 43 percent
of the tax breaks. The surplus we have
coming in the next 10 years is being
used up by these tax breaks. I might
ask the Senator if that is not so. It is
my information, just this year, up
until right now, this Senate, under Re-
publican leadership, has passed some-
thing over $1.3 trillion in tax cuts. Am
I in the ballpark, I ask the Senator?

Mr. DURBIN. The Senator from Iowa
is correct. As these charts indicate,
those tax breaks are going to the
wealthiest people in America. I think
the Senator from Iowa, from my neigh-
boring State, believes as I do: Hard-
working people in this country are not
looking for a handout; they are looking
for an opportunity. Give them a chance
to pay for their kids’ college education;
give them a chance to pay for prescrip-
tion drugs; give them a chance to pay
for day care. And the Republicans say
consistently: That is not a priority.
That is not important.

Mr. HARKIN. I see my distinguished
colleague from Massachusetts. The
other day, Senator KENNEDY was point-
ing out that the Republicans have
passed $1.3 trillion in tax cuts. Yet we
have not purchased one book; we have
not reduced the size of one class, we
have not hired one new teacher, mod-
ernized one school, brought one pre-
scription drug for the elderly. Yet they
spend $1.3 trillion of the surplus that is
there because of hard-working Ameri-
cans the Senator from Illinois is talk-
ing about.

Mr. DURBIN. I might say in response
to the Senator from Iowa, to think we
live in a nation where 30 percent of our
population cannot read any higher
than a fifth-grade level, this is a waste
of resources in our country. We will
need to be a productive society in the
21st century. The fact is that this Re-
publican-controlled Congress does not
even view education as a high enough
priority; they would rather put our
time and our effort into tax breaks for
people who are doing very well under
our economy.
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I will be happy to yield again to the
Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator knows that next week we cele-
brate the 10th anniversary of the
Americans with Disabilities Act. A re-
cent court decision upheld the ADA,
trying to get people with disabilities
the right to live independently in their
own communities. That is going to re-
quire us to make some changes in this
country. It is going to require us to in-
vest in making sure people with dis-
abilities have the kind of support they
need so they can get education and jobs
and independent living and transpor-
tation. If we do that, they are going to
be wage earners and taxpayers and not
living in institutions.

I say to the Senator from Illinois, as
we celebrate the ADA next week, we
ought to think about that, where all
the money is now going, because the
Republicans are giving it all to the top
1 percent and there will not be any-
thing left to help make our country
more fair and just, and to make sure
we live up to our obligation to people
with disabilities so they are fully inte-
grated into our society.

Mr. DURBIN. I will be happy to yield
to the Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Just before the Sen-
ator leaves that thought about the
need for support for special education,
this is something the Senator from
Iowa has been particularly interested
in and in which he is strongly sup-
ported by the Senator from Illinois and
myself.

We have heard a lot of lectures out
here about the importance of helping
local communities who have these ex-
traordinary challenges of families who
have children with these special needs,
and it places a very special burden on
local communities. I think the Sen-
ators from Iowa and Illinois and others
understand the importance of giving
help and relief to these communities
all across this country. We hear about
the need out there.

I am wondering whether the Senator
shares my belief that after giving $1.3
trillion away, whether we should not
have used some of those resources to
try to help local communities and help
families who have these kinds of spe-
cial needs for their children?

We are going to be hard pressed to
find the resources to do that. Perhaps
the Senator would also tell me why it
is now that we have gone all of this
last year, all of this year, and we still
can’t get a minimum wage up to look
out for the interests of 13 million
Americans who are working 40 hours a
week, 52 weeks a year, who take pride
and have a sense of dignity, that we
can’t have an opportunity to address
it, when in the last 5 days we have
given $1.3 trillion away to the wealthi-
est individuals.

Mr. DURBIN. I say to the Senator
from Massachusetts, if you take a look
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at this chart, this is what the Repub-
licans want to do for those who are
working for the minimum wage, for
less than $13,000 a year. They want to
give them a tax cut of $24. Two dollars
a month is their response. We are try-
ing to give them a dollar an hour in-
crease under Senator KENNEDY’s lead-
ership in the minimum wage. Yet those
at the highest level, those making over
$300,000 a year, under the Republican
proposal, will see a tax break of $23,000
a year. That is almost double what peo-
ple making minimum wage are receiv-
ing in income. We are going to give
that much in a tax break to those mak-
ing over $300,000.

So instead of raising the minimum
wage for the millions that the Senator
refers to—and the 350,000 people who
get up and go to work every day in Illi-
nois at minimum-wage jobs—we are,
instead, giving a tax break to the
wealthiest among us.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator re-
spond to another question?

Is it the Senator’s position—and we
have been joined by the Senators from
California and New York—that there is
a greater priority to provide a prescrip-
tion drug program for the 40 million
Americans who need prescription drugs
than there is to grant the $1.3 trillion
to the wealthiest individuals, that the
Senator from Illinois shares the belief
that we ought to be addressing that
particular issue prior to the time that
we give away all of these funds to some
of the wealthiest individuals?

Mr. DURBIN. I agree completely.

When Senator FEINGOLD offered his
amendment that said anyone with an
estate over $100 million a year will
have to pay estate taxes, it was re-
jected by the Republicans. To think
people that wealthy should not pay
their taxes, while many seniors have to
choose between filling their prescrip-
tion drug prescriptions or filling their
refrigerators with food, I think tells
the difference between the two parties
when it comes to helping America.

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. DURBIN. I am happy to yield.

Mrs. BOXER. I do not know if the
Senator has mentioned this, but it
seems to me this Republican Congress
wants to take care of the top 2 percent
of income earners in this country; and
as far as the other 98 percent, they
don’t seem to care.

Why do I say that? Because you have
to look at the action. I ask the Senator
to again hold up that chart. What is
happening here? If you asked the aver-
age person in the higher income brack-
ets, who is doing so well in this par-
ticular time—thanks to the policies, I
would say, of the Clinton-Gore team,
supported by those of us in Congress—
they don’t need to get back $23,000 a
year. They are doing extremely well.

Does my friend think it is time to
take a little of this emotion—I watched
the debate when Senator FEINGOLD of-
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fered his amendment to exempt estates
of any taxes up to $100 million. I
thought at least on that point our
friends on the other side could join
hands with us. But no, the emotion on
the other side of the aisle, defending
the people, the ‘‘poor’ people who are
worth more than $100 million, was so
powerful that I only wished we could
take a tenth of that emotion and ad-
dress it to the minimum wage and pre-
scription drugs and good public edu-
cation.

I wonder if my friend noted the
strong emotion and feeling on the
other side of the aisle when it came to
defending and protecting the wealthi-
est in this country, rather than the 98
percent of the people who need it. Did
he take note of that?

Mr. DURBIN. I say to the Senator
from California, time and again, the
Republican Senators here have felt the
“pain” of being wealthy in America.
They can feel the ‘“‘pain’ of those who
make over $1 million each year, over
$300,000. They don’t seem to feel any
pain or any sense of emotion when it
comes to the working families.

————

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2001—Resumed

AMENDMENT NO. 3798
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour
of 9:45 a.m. having arrived, the ques-
tion now occurs on the Reed amend-

ment No. 3798.

The Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I believe
my colleague, Senator GORTON, has a
modification to my amendment, which
I will accept. He is prepared to offer
the modification to my amendment.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, what is
the order of business? It is 9:45.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 2 minutes evenly divided for expla-
nation on the Reed amendment No.
3798.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, Senator
REED and I have come to an accommo-
dation, and we have a modification to
his amendment.

First, I ask unanimous consent that
the yeas and nays on the Reed amend-
ment be vitiated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3798, AS MODIFIED

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I send a
modification to the Reed amendment
to the desk, and ask unanimous con-
sent that it be immediately considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment is so modified.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

(Purpose: To increase funding for weather-
ization assistance grants, with an offset)
On page 182, beginning on line 9, strike

‘761,937,000 and all that follows through

¢‘$138,000,000 on line 17 and insert
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‘763,937,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $2,000,000 shall be derived by
transfer from unobligated balances in the
Biomass Energy Development account and
$2,000,000 shall be derived by transfer of a
proportionate amount from each other ac-
count for which this Act makes funds avail-
able for travel, supplies, and printing ex-
penses: Provided, That $174,000,000 shall be for
use in energy conservation programs as de-
fined in section 3008(3) of Public Law 99-509
(15 U.S.C. 4507): Provided further, That not-
withstanding section 3003(d)(2) of Public Law
99-509, such sums shall be allocated to the el-
igible programs as follows: $140,000,000"".

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, this
modification does make an increase in
the appropriation to the amount in the
House bill.

It has been a pleasure to work with
Mr. REED toward a cause in which he
believes and in a way which is fiscally
responsible.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator for his gracious cooperation.
This would increase the money we are
committing to the weatherization pro-
gram so that we could, in fact, provide
more assistance to low-income homes
to weatherize their homes, both to pro-
tect themselves in the cold of winter
and the heat of summer. It would also
make, we hope, the Nation less depend-
ent on foreign sources of energy. It is
an excellent proposal and program.

I thank the Senator for his coopera-
tion.

Mr. President, I yield back my time
and ask for a voice vote on the meas-
ure.

Mr. GORTON. I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 3798, as modified.

The amendment (No. 3798), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. REID. I move to reconsider the
vote and move to lay that motion on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3910 AND 3911, EN BLOC

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that two amend-
ments that were inadvertently omitted
from the managers’ package last night
be adopted at this time.

I send them to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Washington [Mr. GOR-
TON], for Mr. GRASSLEY, for himself and Mr.
HARKIN, proposes an amendment numbered
3910.

The Senator from Washington [Mr. GOR-
TON] proposes an amendment numbered 3911.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendments be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments, en bloc, are as fol-
lows:
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AMENDMENT NO. 3910
(Purpose: To direct the Secretary of the In-
terior to enter into a land exchange with

Dubuque Barge & Fleeting Services, Inc.,

of Dubuque, Iowa)

On page 163, after line 23, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 1 . MISSISSIPPI RIVER ISLAND NO. 228,
IOWA, LAND EXCHANGE.

(a) IDENTIFICATION OF LAND To BE RE-
CEIVED IN EXCHANGE.—Not later than 30 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of the Interior, acting through the
Director of the United States Fish and Wild-
life Service (referred to in this section as the
‘‘Secretary’’), shall provide Dubuque Barge &
Fleeting Services, Inc. (referred to in this
section as ‘“‘Dubuque’’), a notice that identi-
fies parcels of land or interests in land—

(1) that are of a value that is approxi-
mately equal to the value of the parcel of
land comprising the northern half of Mis-
sissippi River Island No. 228, as determined
through an appraisal conducted in con-
formity with the Uniform Appraisal Stand-
ards for Federal Land Acquisition; and

(2) that the Secretary would consider ac-
ceptable in exchange for all right, title, and
interest of the United States in and to that
parcel.

(b) LAND FOR WILD LIFE AND FISH REF-
UGE.—Land or interests in land that the Sec-
retary may consider acceptable for the pur-
poses of subsection (a) include land or inter-
ests in land that would be suitable for inclu-
sion in the Upper Mississippi River Wild Life
and Fish Refuge.

(c) EXCHANGE.—Not later than 30 days after
Dubuque offers land or interests in land iden-
tified in the notice under subsection (a), the
Secretary shall convey all right, title, and
interest of the United States in and to the
parcel described in subsection (a) in ex-
change for the land or interests in land of-
fered by Dubuque, and shall permanently dis-
continue barge fleeting in the Mississippi
River island, Tract JO-4, Parcel A, in the W/
2 SE/4, Section 30, T.29N., R.2W., Jo Daviess
County, Illinois, located between miles #578
and #579, commonly known as Pearl Island.

AMENDMENT NO. 3911

On page 126, line 16, strike ‘‘$207,079,000’
and insert ‘‘$208,579,000"".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments are agreed
to.

The amendments (Nos. 3910 and 3911),
en bloc, were agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3883

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there are 2 minutes
of debate on the Bryan amendment.

The Senator from Nevada.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, this
amendment would reduce the amount
of money in a program that loses the
American taxpayers a great deal of
money—some $2 billion over the period
of 1992 to 1997—and transfers $15 mil-
lion into a program to help prevent for-
est fires in those areas which interface
with the urban base. So we have State
and local governments and the Forest
Service all needing more money for
planting.

This is totally different from the
amendment the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico offered which deals
with reducing fuels that cause fires—a
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totally separate issue. This one is a
winner for the American taxpayer, and
it is a winner for the other people who
live in those areas that can be affected
by forest fires.

I urge the adoption of the amend-
ment.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,
I rise today in strong opposition to the
Bryan amendment which proposes to
cut funding for the Forest Service’s
timber sale program. Unfortunately,
this amendment continues to assault
on the statutory principle of multiple
use of public lands.

While I don’t take issue with the
Senator from Nevada on the question
of increasing funds for fire prepared-
ness under the U.S. Forest Service, 1
must vehemently disagree with the
proposal that the federal timber pro-
gram should be slashed by thirty mil-
lion dollars. As we all know, we are
dealing with finite resources under the
Interior appropriations bill, and I be-
lieve the managers of the bill have
achieved a proper balance under these
circumstances. In addition, I must re-
mind my colleagues that just last week
we all voted to dramatically increase
funds for hazardous fuels reduction
with the adoption of the Domenici
amendment.

Year after year, opponents of logging
on public lands allege that the Forest
Service timber program is a subsidy for
timber companies. The fact is, how-
ever, public timber is sold at competi-
tive auctions at market prices. This is
no subsidy for timber companies. Year
after year, opponents of logging on
public lands also claim that the Forest
Service timber program is a money
loser. Of course, their figures never
seem to take into account the bureau-
cratic and statutory requirements cre-
ated by a myriad of federal land regula-
tions or recent accounting changes
that front-load certain expenses, mak-
ing more sales appear below cost. Un-
like many private lands, National For-
est System lands are managed for mul-
tiple uses—recreation, wildlife habitat,
and forest products. If anything, the
fiscal arguments used by proponents of
this amendment only prove that, in-
deed, federal regulatory mandates are
quite expensive.

Ironically, this amendment is actu-
ally counterproductive for the environ-
ment as well. We have well over sixty-
five million acres of the National For-
est System at risk of catastrophic
wildlife, disease, and insect infestation.
The high fuel loads created by a cen-
tury of fire suppression, and eight
years of passive forest management
have set up our national forests for
catastrophic wildlifes that threaten
homes, wildlife, and watersheds. Me-
chanical removal through timber sales
can be an efficient and economical tool
to reduce these wildfire risks, and it
should be available to the professional
foresters of the Forest Service.
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Despite its strong backing from envi-
ronmental groups, the Bryan amend-
ment will do nothing for global envi-
ronmental stewardship as long as we,
in the United States, continue to con-
sume more wood products. During the
assault on public lands industries
under this administration, the amount
of timber sold from our federal forests
has dropped by nearly eighty percent.
Predictably, our lumber imports have
jumped by fifty percent over the same
time. In other words, further cutting
our domestic federal timber program
may be a feel-good move for some, but
it will merely serve to encourage the
shift of U.S. timber consumption to
forests in foreign countries. Many of
these source countries do not have the
rigorous environmental standards we
have in the U.S.—so we should ask our-
selves whose environment we are really
saving with this amendment, and at
what cost.

What is particularly troubling for me
about this kind of attack on the timber
sale program is that Oregon has some
of the best forests for timber produc-
tion in the world. Certainly, Oregon
forests are able to regenerate this re-
newable resource in a much more envi-
ronmentally sound way than some of
the foreign forests on which we have
come to depend for our wood products
needs. Yet in Oregon we have seen an
even steeper decline in federal timber
harvests than the nation as a whole
during the Clinton-Gore years—more
than ninety percent. Over a hundred
mills have closed in my state and thou-
sands of family-wage jobs in rural
counties have been lost. Just last
month, two more wood products facili-
ties closed—one in Dallas, Oregon and
one in Wallowa, Oregon. The Bryan
amendment will just exacerbate the
transfer of these jobs to foreign timber
producers.

Mr. President, I'm not saying that
there isn’t a place for environment and
recreational purposes on our federal
lands—there certainly is. However, 1
believe strongly that we must manage
our federal lands in a balanced way, so
that we are good stewards of the land
and meet some of our human needs for
timber and recreation at the same
time. Unfortunately, the amendment
before us is just another attempt to ex-
port jobs and timber harvests overseas
at the expense of rural America. I urge
my colleagues to reject the Bryan
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, this is
another attempt to do away with the
timber program and the salvage pro-
gram, and all those associated with
them. If you want to do something
about fires, or the safety of the forests,
or the health of the forests, what you
do is maintain a healthy harvest situa-
tion. In other words, it just makes a
lot of sense. It is the old idea of the
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Government having to own all the
land. You have to harvest those trees.
To take the money away from it does
not get to the environmental objective
that a lot of us want to get to.

I hope my colleagues will reject this
amendment.

Mr. BRYAN. Might I inquire, is there
any more time remaining on my side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
not. The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 3883. The yeas and nays
have been ordered. The clerk will call
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Georgia (Mr. COVERDELL)
is absent due to illness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRAPO). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 45,
nays 54, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 207 Leg.]

YEAS—45
Akaka Edwards Levin
Bayh Feingold Lieberman
Biden Feinstein Mikulski
Bingaman Fitzgerald Moynihan
Boxer Graham Reed
Breaux Harkin Reid
Brownback Hollings Robb
Bryan Inouye Rockefeller
Chafee, L. Jeffords Roth
Cleland Kennedy Sarbanes
Conrad Kerrey Schumer
DeWine Kerry Specter
Dodd Kohl Torricelli
Dorgan Lautenberg Wellstone
Durbin Leahy Wyden

NAYS—54
Abraham Gorton McCain
Allard Gramm McConnell
Ashcroft Grams Murkowski
Baucus Grassley Murray
Bennett Gregg Nickles
Bond Hagel Roberts
Bunning Hatch Santorum
Burns Helms Sessions
Byrd Hutchinson Shelby
Campbell Hutchison Smith (NH)
Cochran Inhofe Smith (OR)
Collins Johnson Snowe
Craig Kyl Stevens
Crapo Landrieu Thomas
Daschle Lincoln Thompson
Domenici Lott Thurmond
Enzi Lugar Voinovich
Frist Mack Warner

NOT VOTING—1
Coverdell

The amendment (No. 3883) was re-
jected.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. GORTON. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the votes in
the next series be limited to 10 minutes
each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GORTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Lieberman amendment be
postponed and be put last on the list.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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AMENDMENT NO. 3884

Under the previous order, there are 2
minutes equally divided on the Nickles
amendment numbered 3884.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, this
amendment would basically say there
would be no new national monuments
unless authorized by an act of Con-
gress.

Under the Antiquities Act, this ad-
ministration just this year declared 2
million acres to be national monu-
ments.

I happen to be a fan of national
monuments, but I think we should
have local input. We should have the
Governors say whether or not they are
for it. We should have local commu-
nities testify before Congress. We
should have some input. Right now,
that is not happening.

Prior to the last election, the Presi-
dent stood at the Grand Canyon and
declared 1.7 million acres in Utah a na-
tional monument. This year, he de-
clared 2 million acres. In contrast, that
compares to 86,000 acres by Presidents
Nixon, Ford, Reagan, and Bush. Presi-
dent Johnson declared 344,000. This
President has already declared 2 mil-
lion acres this year.

I think Congress should have some
input. We should authorize it by an act
of Congress.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time in opposition?

The Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, the
Nickles amendment is a historic vote.
Since 1906, virtually every President of
the United States has used the Antig-
uities Act to protect wvaluable, irre-
placeable national treasures, such as
the Grand Tetons and Olympic Na-
tional Park.

With this Nickles amendment, the
party of Teddy Roosevelt officially
abandons its commitment to his envi-
ronmental legacy. Without as much of
a minute of hearings on this issue, the
Nickles amendment strips the Presi-
dent of the authority he has had for
generations to protect America’s nat-
ural and national treasures. The Grand
0Old Party works overtime to protect
the legacy of the wealthy from tax-
ation but refuses to protect the leg-
acies of meadows, rivers, mountains,
and forests for our children.

Vote ‘“no” on the Nickles amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
for a rollcall on this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 3884. The clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Georgia (Mr. COVERDELL)
is absent due to illness.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 50, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 208 Leg.]

YEAS—49
Abraham Gorton Nickles
Allard Gramm Roberts
Ashcroft Grams Santorum
Bennett Grassley Sessions
Bond Gregg Shelby
Brownback Hagel Smith (NH)
Bunning Hatch Smith (OR)
Burns Helms
Byrd Hutchinson Sggxir
Campbell Hutchison Stevens
Cochran Inhofe Thomas
Collins Kyl
Craig Lott Thompson
Crapo Mack Thurmond
Domenici McCain Voinovich
Enzi McConnell Warner
Frist Murkowski
NAYS—50
Akaka Feingold Lieberman
Baucus Feinstein Lincoln
Bayh Fitzgerald Lugar
Biden Graham Mikulski
Bingaman Harkin Moynihan
Boxer Hollings Murray
Breaux Inouye Reed
Bryan Jeffords N
Chafee, L. Johnson ggﬁa
Cleland Kennedy Rockefeller
Conrad Kerrey Roth
Daschle Kerry
DeWine Kohl Sarbanes
Dodd Landrieu Schumer
Dorgan Lautenberg Torricelli
Durbin Leahy Wellstone
Edwards Levin Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Coverdell
The amendment (No. 3884) was re-
jected.

Mr. DURBIN. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. GORTON. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, in a
very short period of time now, we can
adopt two amendments that have now
been agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3811

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent we now proceed to
consider the Lieberman amendment
No. 3811.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the
amendment has now been agreed to by
all sides.

We yield back all time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
being yielded back, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 3811) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3887

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we now pro-
ceed to the Bingaman amendment No.
388'17.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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AMENDMENT NO. 3887, AS MODIFIED

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, an
agreement has been reached on this
amendment, which requires a modifica-
tion. I send the modification to the
Bingaman amendment to the desk and
ask unanimous consent that it be so
modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
regrading the protection of Indian program
monies from judgment fund claims)

On page 163, after line 23, add the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . (a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes
the following findings:

(1) in 1990, pursuant to the Indian Self De-
termination and Education Assistance Act
(ISDEAA), 25 U.S.C. 450 et seq., a class action
lawsuit was filed by Indian tribal contrac-
tors and tribal consortia against the United
States, the Secretary of the Interior and oth-
ers seeking money damages, injunctive re-
lief, and declaratory relief for alleged viola-
tions of the ISDEAA (Ramah Navajo Chapter
v. Lujan, 112 F.3d 1455 (10th Cir. 1997));

(2) the parties negotiated a partial settle-
ment of the claim totaling $76,200,000, plus
applicable interest, which was approved by
the court on May 14, 1999;

(3) the partial settlement was paid by the
United States in September 1999, in the
amount of $82,000,000;

(4) the Judgment Fund was established to
pay for legal judgments awarded to plaintiffs
who have filed suit against the United
States;

(5) the Contract Disputes Act of 1978 re-
quires that the Judgment Fund be reim-
bursed by the responsible agency following
the payment of an award from the Fund;

(6) the shortfall in contract support pay-
ments found by the Court of Appeals for the
10th Circuit in Ramah resulted primarily
from the non-payment or underpayment of
indirect costs by agencies other than the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs and the Indian Health
Service;

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that—

(1) repayment of the judgment fund for the
partial settlement in Ramah from the ac-
counts of the Bureau of Indian Affairs and
Indian Health Service would significantly re-
duce funds appropriated to benefit Tribes
and individual Native Americans; and

(2) the Secretary of the Interior should
work with the Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget to secure funding for re-
payment of the judgment in Ramah within
the budgets of the agencies that did not pay
indirect costs to plaintiffs during the period
1988 to 1993 or paid indirect costs at less than
rates provided under the Indian Self-Deter-
mination Act during such period.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, this
amendment is intended to express the
sense of the Senate that repayment of
the judgment fund for the partial set-
tlement in the Ramah Navajo Chapter
v. Lujan case from Indian program
funds within BIA and IHS would sig-
nificantly reduce the funds appro-
priated to benefit Tribes and individual
Native Americans across the country.

This unprecedented partial settle-
ment was the result of a lawsuit filed
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in 1990, pursuant to the Indian Self-De-
termination and Education Assistance
Act against the United States, the Sec-
retary of Interior Manuel Lujan, and
others.

The Ramah Chapter of the Navajo
Nation in northwest New Mexico initi-
ated the lawsuit to recover damages for
the alleged non-payment or under-
payment of indirect costs, related to
638 contracts it entered into with sev-
eral federal agencies.

This suit became a class action suit
and currently involves over 326 class
members made up of tribal contractors
and tribal consortia from across the
country.

In 1997, the Tenth Circuit Court of
Appeals found that the tribes involved
were underpaid and that several federal
agencies were involved in the non-pay-
ment and underpayment of indirect
costs.

Last year, the federal agencies and
the plaintiffs negotiated a partial set-
tlement totaling $76,200,000, plus appli-
cable interest.

This partial settlement was paid by
the United States in September 1999.

Many people do not realize that Con-
gress established a Judgment Fund to
pay for legal judgments awarded to
plaintiffs who sue the United States.
This enables plaintiffs to be paid the
amount of their judgment without hav-
ing to wait for Congress to appropriate
funds for each case.

Years later, in 1978, Congress passed
the Contract Disputes Act and required
that the Judgment Fund be reimbursed
by the responsible agency after an
award is paid from the judgment fund.

The problem we have today is the De-
partment of Interior, namely the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs, has been billed
for the entire amount of the partial
settlement in the Ramah case. With in-
terest, this totals approximately $83
million.

Many tribes are concerned that if
BIA has to pay back the judgment fund
from available funds, Indian programs
will be significantly impacted. I share
their concern.

I introduced this amendment to shed
some light on this issue and to encour-
age the federal agencies to resolve this
matter in a way that does not severely
impact Indian programs.

It does not seem appropriate to me
that Indian program funds—funds that
benefit tribes and individual Indians—
should be used to pay for a lawsuit
brought by tribes and tribal entities.

Because there were many agencies
involved in the underpayment of the
contract support costs, I believe the
Secretary of Interior should work with
the OMB to find the funding from with-
in the budgets of all of the agencies in-
volved.

Any other result would be unjust and
unfair to Native Americans across the
country.

I encourage my colleagues to support
this sense of the Senate and I thank
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Senator CAMPBELL for his leadership in
this area and his support of this
amendment.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join Senator BINGAMAN and
others in this Sense of the Senate Res-
olution related to a class action law-
suit that was filed some years ago by
several Indian tribes against Secretary
Babbitt for failure to fully pay for con-
tract support costs necessary for tribal
contractors to carry out Federal pro-
grams and services under the Indian
Self Determination and Education As-
sistance Act of 1975, as amended, 25
U.S.C. 450 et seq.

To fully understand this issue a little
background is in order. I was the proud
sponsors of S. Res. 277, commemorating
the 30th anniversary of President Nix-
on’s ‘‘Special Message to Congress on
Indian Affairs’” in which he laid the
foundation for modern Federal Indian
policy—Indian Self Determination.
Built on the twin pillars of political
self determination and economic self
sufficiency, this policy continues to be
a driving force in the economic
progress some tribes are making.

The 1975 ISDEA was enacted to fur-
ther this policy by authorizing Indian
tribes to contract for the performance
of Federal programs and services by
“‘stepping into the shoes’ of the United
States.

Now, 25 years later, nearly one-half
of the Bureau of Indian Affairs and In-
dian Health Service programs and serv-
ices are subject to tribal contracts and
compacts.

To facilitate these contracts, the
United States is obligated to provide
the administration costs—or ‘‘contract
support costs”—to those tribes that
carry out ISDEA contracts, just as it
does to military contractors, research
universities and other entities.

The Ramah Navajo Chapter v. Bab-
bitt case resulted in a judgment of $82
million against the U.S. to be paid
from the Judgment Fund for failure to
pay these contract support costs.
Under the law applicable to this case,
the Treasury Department may seek to
have the BIA reimburse the Judgment
Fund for this amount. The funds for re-
imbursement would come from the
BIA’s operating budget, resulting in
manifest inequity for not only the
plaintiff tribes but for all tribes who
depend on BIA funds for core programs
such as law enforcement, education,
child care, and others.

This sense of the Senate amendment
would not prevent the kind of reim-
bursement that the tribes and I fear,
but expresses the consensus of the Sen-
ate that the agencies involved—the
BIA and the IHS—should declare In-
dian program funds unavailable for
purposes of reimbursement.

I remain hopeful that stronger lan-
guage can be crafted to protect these
funds, and in the interim lend my sup-
port to this amendment. I want to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

commend Senator BINGAMAN for his
hard work in finding a solution that
does not run afoul of the budget rules
and commit to working with him and
others as we proceed to conference in
this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all
time yielded back on the Bingaman
amendment, as modified?

Mr. GORTON. All time is yielded
back.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment No. 3887, as modified.

The amendment (No. 3887), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. BENNETT. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, regular
order.

AMENDMENT NO. 3886

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there are now 2
minutes equally divided prior to a vote
on the Bond second-degree amendment
No. 3886 to the Boxer amendment.

The Senator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that Senators LINCOLN,
KERREY of Nebraska, and ROBERTS be
added as cosponsors to my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BOND. I yield 30 seconds to the
Senator from Arkansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I rise
in support of this bipartisan amend-
ment which prevents funds from being
used for the application of unapproved
pesticides in areas that may be used by
children and directs the Secretary of
the Interior to work with EPA to en-
sure that pest control methods do not
lead to unacceptable exposure to chil-
dren.

We updated the safety standards for
pesticides, with specific safety factors
for children, in 1996.

This amendment allows EPA to do
its job. The Boxer amendment seeks to
regulate pest control products from the
Senate floor, thereby ignoring the sci-
entific tests EPA requires for pesticide
registrations.

I urge Members to support the Bond
second-degree amendment and to let
EPA do its job of regulating and ensur-
ing safety for all of us, including our
children.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the Bond second-de-
gree amendment to the amendment of-
fered by my colleague from California.

I agree with the intentions of the
amendment offered by the Senator
from California. All of us want to pro-
tect the health of our children. How-
ever, I do not believe her amendment
does this. In fact, I believe it could ac-
tually harm the health of children.
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In 1996, Congress approved, nearly
unanimously, the Food Quality and
Protection Act. The FQPA was in-
tended to reform pesticide tolerance
and review processes dating from as far
back as the 1950s. Quite simply, prior
to the passage of the FQPA the stand-
ards being used to evaluate pesticides
and chemicals was not in step with to-
day’s science.

Under the FQPA we tightened the re-
view standards. Their are specific
guidelines for pesticide and tolerance
review by EPA. And, EPA has tight-
ened the requirements regarding the ef-
fects of the pesticides on children. If
EPA believes a chemical or pesticide
could be harmful to children, it can
pull, or request that a product, be
pulled from the market. In fact, this
has happened in several instances.

EPA should and will pull a chemical
when children’s and the public’s health
are at risk. At the same time, I want
my colleagues to understand that with-
out these pesticides we may be submit-
ting our children to health risks asso-
ciated with roaches, brown recluse spi-
ders, ticks, mosquitoes, and other
pests.

By passing the Senator from Califor-
nia’s amendment, we may actually be
tying the hands of our federal officials
and keep them from protecting chil-
dren from these pests.

The Bond amendment recognizes that
we already have a review and approval
process in place. It says that if a chem-
ical has not been deemed safe to use
around children it cannot be used by
the federal agencies funded under this
act. Congress has put a product review
process in place. It should be followed.
The Bond amendment stays the course
and I urge my colleagues to support his
amendment.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, the under-
lying amendment circumvents the
science-based process at EPA which in-
cludes explicit and stringent protec-
tions for children.

Additionally, it places children at
risk by prohibiting EPA-approved prod-
ucts that protect our children from dis-
eases such as asthma, encephalitis, ma-
laria, Lyme disease, brown recluse spi-
ders, and others.

EPA does not support this amend-
ment, and the amendment is based on
the shockingly false premise that EPA
does not care enough about children to
protect them as mandated by law.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I have
no problem with the Bond-Lincoln
amendment, but it does nothing. All
pesticides that are on the market
today are approved by EPA. There are
none that are not. This is a sham
amendment to Kkill my underlying
amendment, which already passed this
Senate 84-14 when I offered it on the
Department of Defense Appropriations
bill.
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Simply put, what we are saying is,
for preventive and routine application
of pesticides in national parks—where
children play—don’t use the most toxic
pesticides, those that are identified by
the EPA as known or probable carcino-

gens, acute nerve toxins or
organophosphates, carbamates or
organochlorines. EPA has identified

these pesticides as those ‘‘which appear
to pose the greatest risk to public
health.” In a June 13, 2000 letter, EPA
states that it ‘‘strongly supports the
goal” of my amendment.

EPA supports what we are trying to
do because they have a mission, which
is to protect kids. While it’s true that
the Food Quality Protection Act of 1996
required EPA to ensure that its stand-
ards protect children, the fact is, EPA
is not implementing this provision con-
sistent with congressional intent. EPA
has only applied the ‘‘safety factor’ re-
ferred to by my colleague from Arkan-
sas in nine—just nine—of the thou-
sands of cases it has reviewed. EPA is
currently being sued because it is not
enforcing this important provision.

So what we are saying is, for the pre-
ventive and routine application, do not
use these highly toxic pesticides unless
there is an emergency, because chil-
dren are not adults—they are rapidly
growing, they are rapidly changing and
they are, as a result, uniquely vulner-
able to these toxins.

In its report, Pesticides in the Diets
of Infants and Children, the National
Academy of Sciences tells us that chil-
dren are uniquely vulnerable to the
exact toxins targeted by my amend-
ment. The NAS also tells us that cur-
rent EPA standards ‘‘could result in
the permanent loss of brain function
[in children] if it occurred during pre-
natal or early childhood period of brain
development.”

I am voting for the Bond amendment.
And I am coming right back with my
first degree amendment to protect chil-
dren from these dangerous pesticides.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. BOND. I ask unanimous con-

sent

Mrs. BOXER. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 3886 offered by the Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, what is the
question on which we are voting?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the Bond
second-degree amendment No. 3886 to
the Boxer amendment.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Georgia (Mr. COVERDELL)
is absent due to illness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
ENZI). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 99,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 209 Leg.]

The

YEAS—99
Abraham Feingold Lugar
Akaka Feinstein Mack
Allard Fitzgerald McCain
Ashcroft Frist McConnell
Baucus Gorton Mikulski
Bayh Graham Moynihan
Bennett Gramm Murkowski
Biden Grams Murray
Bingaman Grassley Nickles
Bond Gregg Reed
Boxer Hagel Reid
Breaux Harkin Robb
Brownback Hatch Roberts
Bryan Helms Rockefeller
Bunning Hollings Roth
Burns Hutchinson Santorum
Byrd Hutchison Sarbanes
Campbell Inhofe Schumer
Chafee, L. Inouye Sessions
Cleland Jeffords Shelby
Cochran Johnson Smith (NH)
Collins Kennedy Smith (OR)
Conrad Kerrey Snowe
Craig Kerry Specter
Crapo Kohl Stevens
Daschle Kyl Thomas
DeWine Landrieu Thompson
Dodd Lautenberg Thurmond
Domenici Leahy Torricelli
Dorgan Levin Voinovich
Durbin Lieberman Warner
Edwards Lincoln Wellstone
Enzi Lott Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Coverdell

The amendment (No. 3886) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote, and I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3912 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3885

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from California [Mrs. BOXER]
proposes an amendment numbered 3912 to
amendment No. 3885:

At the end of the amendment, add the fol-
lowing: ‘‘None of the funds appropriated
under this Act may be used for the preven-
tive application of a pesticide containing a
known or probable carcinogen, a category I
or IT acute nerve toxin or a pesticide of the
organophosphate, carbamate, or organ-
ochlorine class as identified by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency in National Parks
in any area where children and pregnant
women may be present.”’
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Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, this is
an important amendment. What we are
saying is, for routine pesticide spray-
ing in our national parks where chil-
dren play and pregnant women are
present, that the Park Service should
use the least toxic pesticides. In other
words, for routine use, don’t use pes-
ticides that are known carcinogens,
probable carcinogens, or that are toxic
to the nervous system. These pesticides
are identified by EPA as ‘‘those which
pose the greatest risk to public
health.”

I would like to place into the RECORD
a June 30, 2000 letter from EPA to my
colleague Senator BOND where EPA
states that fact.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY,
Washington, DC, June 30, 2000.
Hon. ROBERT SMITH,
Chairman, Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for for-
warding follow up questions to the June 13,
2000 nomination hearing of Mr. James Aidala
before the Senate Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. Enclosed are the
questions with the Administration’s re-
sponses. Should you require any additional
information, please contact me, or your staff
may contact Ron Bergman at 564-3653.

Sincerely,
DIANE E. THOMPSON,
Associate Administrator.
Enclosures.
ENCLOSURE 1

(1) Is it accurate that EPA supports enact-
ment into law of amendment #3308 as writ-
ten?

As you are aware, EPA stated in a letter to
Senator Boxer dated June 13, 2000, that EPA
supports the goal of the amendment. As
noted at the hearing, however, the amend-
ment has not been subject to a full review by
the Administration, nor has the Administra-
tion taken a position on the amendment.

(2) If EPA supports elimination of the
products restricted in amendment #3308,
please outline and supply the scientific stud-
ies and other scientific basis in detail which
influenced your judgement.

EPA supports the goal of limiting unneces-
sary exposure to children of pesticides. EPA
is ready to work with the Department of De-
fense (DoD) and others to craft effective
methods of pest control that will minimize
exposures to children. In fact, there is al-
ready a foundation of success to build on in
this regard. In 1996, EPA and DoD entered
into a memorandum of understanding to
form a partnership to promote environ-
mental stewardship by adopting integrated
pest management strategies. This effect has
resulted in significant reductions of pes-
ticide use by DoD.

The categories of pesticides included in the
amendment correlate with Group 1 of EPA’s
schedule for tolerance reassessment, con-
sisting of pesticides which appear to pose the
greatest risk to public health. A copy of the
Federal Register Notice explaining the divi-
sion of pesticides into groups is enclosed.
The Agency is giving priority to the review
of these pesticides through its tolerance re-
assessment process and will take appropriate
action upon completion of the review. To
date, the Agency has reviewed approxi-
mately 3,485 of the 9,721 existing tolerances.
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When the Agency determines, after extensive
scientific review, that the risks posed by a
pesticide do not meet the FQPA standards it
will move to eliminate the risk. For exam-
ple, last August, the Agency negotiated
agreements with the manufacturers of meth-
vyl parathion and azinphos methyl to either
eliminate or reduce application rates on
foods to address such unacceptable risks.
Meanwhile, many of the pesticides included
in the amendment are still undergoing reas-
sessment.

(3) If EPA opposes the amendment, sup-
ports changes to the amendment, or has con-
cerns with the amendment, why was that not
expressed in the letter?

As stated above, the June 13 letter reaf-
firms EPA’s support for the goal of the
amendment. Beyond that, the Administra-
tion has not taken a position on the amend-
ment.

(4) If the letter is neither supportive or in
opposition to the amendment, what was the
purpose of the letter?

Immediately after the June 13 confirma-
tion hearing, EPA was asked by Senator
Boxer to provide its views in writing on the
amendment prior to the scheduled floor con-
sideration of the amendment. As Mr. Aidala
testified, the amendment had not received
Administration review. Given the limited
time available, the Agency stated its support
for the goal of protecting children from un-
necessary pesticide exposure and to explain
our current activities in that area. We also
expressed our willingness to work closely
with the DoD on this issue.

(56) Were you aware of this letter at the
time of your testimony and if so, why was it
not referenced before the Committee?

At the time of Mr. Aidala’s testimony,
EPA was not preparing a letter, it was only
upon the conclusion of the hearing that a re-
quest was received from Senator Boxer for
such a letter. At the time of the hearing, Mr.
Aidala was only aware that Senator Boxer
was considering introducing such an amend-
ment.

(6) If you were not, were you subsequently
consulted?

Mr. Aidala was subsequently informed that
EPA’s Office of Congressional and Intergov-
ernmental Relations received a request from
Senator Boxer to clarify EPA’s views.

(7) If you were not consulted, why were you
not consulted?

Not applicable.

(8) Please reconcile your testimony with
the letter.

The letter and, to the best of our under-
standing, Mr. Aidala’s testimony state that
EPA supports the goal of protecting children
from unnecessary pesticide exposure, and
that EPA supports the goal of the amend-
ment. As noted at the hearing, however, the
amendment has not been subject to a full re-
view by the Administration.

(9) Does EPA already protect children on
military bases from harmful pesticides?

The protection of children is one of our
highest priorities. When we register, rereg-
ister, or reassess tolerances for existing pes-
ticides we try to ensure that our actions are
protective of all consumers, especially chil-
dren. FQPA requires special protections for
infants and children including: an explicit
determination that tolerances are safe for
children; an additional safety factor, if nec-
essary, to account for uncertainty in data
relative to children; and consideration of
children’s special sensitivity and exposure to
pesticide chemicals.

(10) If not, why not?

Not applicable.
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(11) If so, why is this legislation necessary?

EPA supports the goal of limiting unneces-
sary exposure to children from pesticides and
respects the authority of Congress to impose
restrictions beyond the current regulatory
program.

(12) List the products that would be im-
pacted by this amendment?

As stated earlier, the products correlate
with those on Group 1 of EPA’s tolerance re-
assessment schedule. A copy of that schedule
of information is enclosed.

(13) Describe the nature of the products in
a range from threatening to benign that
would be affected by this amendment?

Pesticides which were included in Group 1
were those that EPA identified as appearing
to pose the greatest risk to public health.
The Agency did not distinguish among prod-
ucts in this group in terms of their potential
effects.

(14) Do any of these products have positive
benefits to children’s health?

When used according to label directions
many of these products could be used for
pest control, sterilization of medical instru-
ments, or other uses potentially beneficial to
children.

(15) If so, is there any risk to children if
Congress prevents the availability of these
products?

EPA is not sufficiently aware of DoD’s pest
control needs to make that determination.
To make a proper assessment, the Agency
would need to know what products are used,
and how they are used so that alternatives
could be considered. It should be noted that
through EPA’s Pesticide Environmental
Stewardship Program, DoD has committed
to moving toward pesticide alternatives and
less use of pesticides, or use of less toxic pes-
ticides. DoD has been recognized by EPA for
their tremendous progress in this area.

(16) What is the availability and cost of
substitute products?

Again, EPA would need to know more
about the DoD’s pest control needs to make
that determination.

(17) Are any of the products affected by
this amendment products that were NOT re-
stricted in an equivalent way by the
chlorpyrifos agreement announced by EPA
last week?

There would be many other products af-
fected that were not part of last week’s
agreement, although chlorpyrifos products
would be part of the list of affected pes-
ticides.

(18) If so, which products/uses permitted
under the chlorpyrifos agreement would not
be permitted under this amendment?

This would require detailed knowledge of
DoD pest control needs, but might affect any
of the pesticides under Group 1, including
chlorpyrifos.

(19) Did EPA consult with DoD prior to the
6/13/00 letter to coordinate the Administra-
tion’s view on the amendment?

EPA did not formally consult with DoD in
preparing this specific letter. The letter
stated that EPA supports the goal of pro-
tecting children from unnecessary pesticide
exposure, and that EPA supports the goal of
the amendment. As noted earlier, however,
the amendment has not been subject to a full
review by the Administration.

(20) Is EPA, in general, supportive of Con-
gress substituting its own judgment in place
of that of EPA’s by bypassing the existing
regulatory system that relies on science and
is already in place?

EPA respects the role of Congress to enact
laws and conduct oversight on their imple-
mentation by the Administration. EPA
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stands ready to work with Congress to en-
sure the necessary pest control tools are
available while minimizing unnecessary risk.

(21) In general, is EPA supportive of broad
new regulatory requirements added as legis-
lative provisions to appropriations bills
without the benefit of public hearings and if
so why was this amendment not opposed on
that basis?

In general, the Administration opposes rid-
ers to appropriations bills that weaken envi-
ronmental protections. As stated above, EPA
supports the goal of limiting unnecessary ex-
posure of children to pesticides. This is con-
sistent with the emphasis of FQPA’s man-
date to protect infants and children.

Mrs. BOXER. I would also like to
place into the RECORD a letter from
EPA stating that the agency supports
the goals of my amendment.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY,
Washington, DC, June 13, 2000.
Hon. BARBARA BOXER,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BOXER: Thank you for the
opportunity to express the views of the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency on your
amendment to the appropriations bill for the
Department of Defense. This amendment
would prohibit the expenditure of funds for
the preventative application of certain cat-
egories of hazardous pesticides in areas
owned or managed by the Department of De-
fense, if the area may be used by children.
Examples of such areas include: parks, base
housing, recreation centers, and day care fa-
cilities.

The EPA strongly supports the goal of the
proposed amendment to prevent unnecessary
exposure of children to highly hazardous pes-
ticides. We consider protection of children
from unnecessary exposure to pesticides to
be one of our highest priorities. Before EPA
registers a new pesticide for any use, we
evaluate its potential human health effects,
including effects on children, using the best
scientific data available. We conduct an ex-
tensive scientific evaluation to ensure that
pesticides will not cause short-term effects,
such as skin and eye irritation, or more per-
sistent effects, such as birth defects, repro-
ductive system disorders, and cancer.

As you know, the Food Quality Protection
Act of 1996 (FQPA) directs EPA to bring the
same scientific scrutiny to the review of all
pesticides previously approved for food use
so that we can be sure that we are providing
the full measure of protection for children.
Under the FQPA, the Agency has identified
the pesticides which appear to pose the
greatest risk to public health. These pes-
ticides, which receive the highest priority
for reassessment, include the categories
identified in the Boxer-Reed amendment:
organophosphate, carbamate, and
organochlorine pesticides, potential human
carcinogens, and neurotoxic compounds.

EPA stands ready to work with the Depart-
ment of Defense and other federal agencies
to design safe, effective methods of pest con-
trol that do not lead to unacceptable expo-
sure of children to these hazardous mate-
rials.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL MCCARBE,
Acting Deputy Administrator.

Mrs. BOXER. Contrary to statements
you have heard today, EPA is not op-
posed to my amendment.
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Now, the Senate is already on record
as voting for this before by a vote of
84-14. T hope we will see that type of a
vote today. I just have to say this.
There are scare tactics being used that
say if there is an emergency, they
could not use the highly toxic pes-
ticides targeted by my amendment.
Untrue. We have drawn up this amend-
ment in such a way that only applies
to the routine, preventive use. So
please support us.

The children in this country are
counting on us to protect them. The
National Academy of Sciences has told
us that children are vulnerable to the
dangers posed by the pesticides tar-
geted by my amendment. Most impor-
tant, the NAS has told us that current
EPA standards don’t protect our chil-
dren from those dangers. At a min-
imum, we should protect our children.
Please vote aye.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri is recognized.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I stated be-
fore that this approach proceeds on the
outrageous assumption that the Clin-
ton-Gore-Browner administration in
EPA is not doing its job of regulating
pesticides. Children would be placed at
risk if we banned these pesticides. And
contrary to what was said in the DOD
debate, EPA does not support the un-
derlying amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that a June
30 letter from EPA, which states they
have not reviewed it, be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY,

Washington, DC, June 30, 2000.
Hon. ROBERT SMITH,
Chairman, Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for for-
warding follow up questions to the June 13,
2000 nomination hearing of Mr. James Aidala
before the Senate Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. Enclosed are the
questions with the Administration’s re-
sponses. Should you require any additional
information, please contact me, or your staff
may contact Ron Bergman at 564-3653.

Sincerely,
DIANE E. THOMPSON,
Associate Administrator.
Enclosures.

ENCLOSURE 1

(1) Is it accurate that EPA supports enact-
ment into law of amendment #3308 as writ-
ten?

As you are aware, EPA stated in a letter to
Senator Boxer dated June 13, 2000, that EPA
supports the goal of the amendment. As
noted at the hearing, however, the amend-
ment has not been subject to a full review by
the Administration, nor has the Administra-
tion taken a position on the amendment.

(2) If EPA supports elimination of the
products restricted in amendment #3308,
please outline and supply the scientific stud-
ies and other scientific basis in detail which
influenced your judgment.

EPA supports the goal of limiting unneces-
sary exposure to children of pesticides. EPA
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is ready to work with the Department of De-
fense (DoD) and others to craft effective
methods of pest control that will minimize
exposures to children. In fact, there is al-
ready a foundation of success to build on in
this regard. In 1996, EPA and DoD entered
into a memorandum of understanding to
form a partnership to promote environ-
mental stewardship by adopting integrated
pest management strategies. This effort has
resulted in significant reductions of pes-
ticide use by DoD.

The categories of pesticides included in the
amendment correlate with Group 1 of EPA’s
schedule for tolerance reassessment, con-
sisting of pesticides which appear to pose the
greatest risk to public health. A copy of the
Federal Register Notice explaining the divi-
sion of pesticides into groups is enclosed.
The Agency is giving priority to the review
of these pesticides through its tolerance re-
assessment process and will take appropriate
action upon completion of the review. To
date, the Agency has reviewed approxi-
mately 3,485 of the 9,721 existing tolerances.
When the Agency determines, after extensive
scientific review, that the risks posed by a
pesticide do not meet the FQPA standards it
will move to eliminate the risk. For exam-
ple, last August, the Agency negotiated
agreements with the manufacturers of meth-
y1l parathion and azinphos methyl to either
eliminate or reduce application rates on
foods to address such unacceptable risks.
Meanwhile, many of the pesticides included
in the amendment are still undergoing reas-
sessment.

(3) If EPA opposes the amendment, sup-
ports changes to the amendment, or has con-
cerns with the amendment, why was that no
expressed in the letter?

As stated above, the June 13 letter reaf-
firms EPA’s support for the goal of the
amendment. Beyond that, the Administra-
tion has not taken a position on the amend-
ment.

(4) If the letter is neither supportive or in
opposition to the amendment, what was the
purpose of the letter?

Immediately after the June 13 confirma-
tion hearing, EPA was asked by Senator
Boxer to provide its views in writing on the
amendment prior to the secluded floor con-
sideration of the amendment. As Mr. Aidala
testified, the amendment had not received
Administration review. Given the limited
time available, the Agency stated its support
for the goal of protecting children from un-
necessary pesticide exposure and to explain
our current activities in that area. We also
expressed our willingness to work closely
with the DoD on this issue

(5) Were you aware of this letter at the
time of your testimony and if so, why was it
not referenced before the Committee?

At the time of Mr. Aidala’s testimony,
EPA was not preparing a letter, it was only
upon the conclusion of the hearing that a re-
quest was received from Senator Boxer for
such a letter. At the time of the hearing, Mr.
Aidala was only aware that Senator Boxer
was considering introducing such an amend-
ment.

(6) If you were not, were you subsequently
consulted?

Mr. Aidala was subsequently informed that
EPA’s Office of Congressional and Intergov-
ernmental Relations received a request from
Senator Boxer to clarify EPA’s views

(7) If you were not consulted, why were you
not consulted.

Not applicable.

(8) Please reconcile your testimony with
the letter.
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The letter and, to the best of our under-
standing, Mr. Aidala’s testimony state that
EPA supports the goal of protecting children
from unnecessary pesticide exposure, and
that EPA supports the goal of the amend-
ment. As noted at the hearing, however, the
amendment has not been subject to a full re-
view by the Administration.

(9) Does EPA already protect children on
military bases from harmful pesticides?

The protection of children is one of our
highest priorities. When we register, rereg-
ister, or reassess tolerances for existing pes-
ticides we try to ensure that our actions are
protective of all consumers, especially chil-
dren. FQPA requires special protections for
infants and children including: an explicit
determination that tolerances are safe for
children; an additional safety factor, if nec-
essary, to account for uncertainty in data
relative to children; and consideration of
children’s special sensitivity and exposure to
pesticide chemicals.

(10) If not, why not?

Not applicable.

(11) If so, why is this legislation necessary?

EPA supports the goal of limiting unneces-
sary exposure to children from pesticides and
respects the authority of Congress to impose
restrictions beyond the current regulatory
program.

(12) List the products that would be im-
pacted by this amendment?

As stated earlier, the products correlate
with those on Group 1 of EPA’s tolerance re-
assessment schedule. A copy of that schedule
of information is enclosed.

(13) Describe the nature of the products in
a range from threatening to benign that
would be affected by this amendment?

Pesticides which were included in Group 1
were those that EPA identified as appearing
to pose the greatest risk to public health.
The Agency did not distinguish among prod-
ucts in this group in terms of their potential
effects.

(14) do any of these products have positive
benefits to children’s health?

When used according to label directions
many of these products could be used for
pest control, sterilization of medical instru-
ments, or other uses potentially beneficial to
children.

(15) If so, is there any risk to children if
Congress prevents the availability of these
products?

EPA is not sufficiently aware of DoD’s pest
control needs to make that determination.
To make a proper assessment, the Agency
would need to know what products are used,
and how they are used so that alternatives
could be considered. It should be noted that
through EPA’s Pesticide Environmental
Stewardship Program, DoD has committed
to moving toward pesticide alternatives and
less use of pesticides, or use of less toxic pes-
ticides. DoD has been recognized by EPA for
their tremendous progress in this area.

(16) What is the availability and cost of
substitute products?

Again, EPA would need to know more
about the DoD’s pest control needs to make
that determination.

(17) Are any of the products affected by
this amendment products that were NOT re-
stricted in an equivalent way by the
chlorpyrifos agreement announced by EPA
last week?

There would be many other products af-
fected that were not part of last week’s
agreement, although chlorpyrifos products
would be part of the list of affected pes-
ticides.

(18) If so, which products/uses permitted
under the chlorpyrifos agreement would not
be permitted under this amendment?
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This would require detailed knowledge of
DoD pest control needs, but might affect any
of the pesticides under Group 1, including
chlorpyrifos.

(19) Did EPA consult with DoD prior to the
6/13/00 letter to coordinate the Administra-
tion’s view on the amendment?

EPA did not formally consult with DoD in
preparing this specific letter. The letter
stated that EPA supports the goal of pro-
tecting children from unnecessary pesticide
exposure, and that EPA supports the goal of
the amendment. As noted earlier, however,
the amendment has not been subject to a full
review by the Administration.

(20) Is EPA, in general, supportive of Con-
gress substituting its own judgement in
place of that of EPA’s by bypassing the ex-
isting regulatory system that relies on
science and is already in place?

EPA respects the role of Congress to enact
laws and conduct oversight on their imple-
mentation by the Administration. EPA
stands ready to work with congress to ensure
the necessary pest control tools are available
while minimizing unnecessary risk.

(21) In general, is EPA supportive of broad
new regulatory requirements added as legis-
lative provisions to appropriations bills
without the benefit of public hearings and if
so why was this amendment not opposed on
that basis?

In general, the Administration opposes rid-
ers to appropriations bills that weaken envi-
ronmental protections. As stated above, EPA
supports the goal of limiting unnecessary ex-
posure of children to pesticides. This is con-
sistent with the emphasis of FQPA’s man-
date to protect infants and children.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, there are
great efforts in the EPA to protect
children. They have special protections
for infants and children. These prod-
ucts are important for sterilization of
medical instruments, pest control, and
other uses that are potentially bene-
ficial to children.

I yield the remaining time to the
Senator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I agree
with the intentions of the amendment
by my distinguished friend and col-
league from California.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. ROBERTS. All of us should sup-
port Senator BOND.

Thank you very much.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on amendment No. 3912 to
amendment No. 3885. The yeas and nays
have been ordered. The clerk will call
the roll. The assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Georgia (Mr. COVERDELL)
is absent due to illness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 41,
nays 58, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 210 Leg.]

YEAS—41
Akaka Byrd Dodd
Bayh Cleland Dorgan
Bingaman Collins Durbin
Boxer Conrad Feingold
Bryan Daschle Feinstein
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Fitzgerald Leahy Robb
Graham Levin Rockefeller
Harkin Lieberman Sarbanes
Hollings Lugar Schumer
Inouye Mikulski Snowe
Kennedy Moynihan Torricelli
Kerry Murray Wellstone
Kohl Reed
Lautenberg Reid Wyden
NAYS—58
Abraham Frist McCain
Allard Gorton McConnell
Ashcroft Gramm Murkowski
Baucus Grams Nickles
Bennett Grassley Roberts
Biden Gregg Roth
Bond Hagelll Santorum
Breaux Hatc :
Brownback Helms gisesﬁ)o;s
Bunning Hutchinson .
Burns Hutchison Sm}th (NED
Campbell Inhofe Smith (OR)
Chafee, L. Jeffords Specter
Cochran Johnson Stevens
Craig Kerrey Thomas
Crapo Kyl Thompson
DeWine Landrieu Thurmond
Domenici Lincoln Voinovich
Edwards Lott Warner
Enzi Mack
NOT VOTING—1
Coverdell
The amendment (No. 3912) was re-
jected.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote, and I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent to address the Senate for 30 sec-
onds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I re-
mind Senators that the two models of
the World War II memorial that will be
on The Mall are down in S-128 with
people there to explain. It will come
before the Fine Arts Commission this
week for a final approval. Senator
INOUYE and I have been to see it. We
urge Members to see the memorial and
understand it. I think it will become a
controversial subject in the near fu-
ture.

AMENDMENT NO. 3885, AS AMENDED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the under-
lying BOXER amendment, as amended.

The amendment (No. 3885), as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

CITY OF CRAIG, ALASKA

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I
would like to engage the distinguished
manager of the Interior appropriations
bill in a short colloquy regarding a pro-
vision of interest to me. My amend-
ment provides an appropriation to rec-
ompense an Alaskan community for its
inability to receive a municipal land
entitlement under the Alaska State-
hood Act and Alaska state laws.

The city of Craig is a small town lo-
cated on the southern end of Prince of
Wales Island in southeast Alaska. It is
the only community in southeast Alas-
ka which was unable to re